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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This document was developed by Kaiser-Hill Company, L.L.C. (Kaiser-Hili) with 
input from their four principal Subcontractors. Kaiser-Hill and their four Principal 
Subcontractors comprise the Kaiser-Hill Team. The four Principal Subcontractors are 
DynCorp of Colorado, Inc. (DCI), Rocky Mountain Remediation Services, L.L.C. 
(RMRS), Safe Sites of Colorado (SSOC), and Wackenhut Services, L.L.C. 
(WSLLC). This document is the Kaiser-Hill Team Implementation Plan (E’) for the 
Department of Energy (DOE) Order 5700.6C, Quality Assurance (hereafter referred to 
as the M e r )  and is submitted to the DOE Rocky Flats Field office (RFFO) in 
accordance with Order requirements relative to recent Site Quality Assurance Program 
(QAP) revisions. This Order IP takes precedence over other previously approved Site 
Implementation Plan documents dealing with quality (e.g., Maintenance 
Implementation Plan, Appendix ‘B”; Quality Assurance Plan, Building 559 
Operations; etc.) and supersedes the previous Order IP (Rev. 0) dated 
February 11, 1992. 

1.1 Background 

On July 1,1995, Kaiser-Hill became the Integrating Management Contractor (IMC) at 
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (Site) under a performance-based contract 
specified by DOE. In executing the iMC role, Kaiser-Hill has direct responsibility for 
establishing the scope and responsibility for work, identifjlng standads for 
performance of work, integrating the work of the Principal Subcontractor companies, 
and providing performance oversight. The Site is an aging DOE facility in the post 
production, cleanup, and closure phase of its life cycle. There is no intent to resume 
production operations, however, some War Reserve (WR) activities are on-going as 
part of the overall phascout of the program. The Kaise~-Hill Team has been tasked to 
stabilize and consolidate special nuclear material, process waste, and perform 
decontamination and decommissioning environmental remediation activities. 

Many tasks (including WR) are considered activities that have the potential to cause 
radiological harm, and as such, are addressed under a separate DOE approved IP for 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 10 CFR 830.120, Quality Assurance 
Requirements (hereafter referred to as the Rule). However, there are numerous Site 
support activities that typically do not have the potential to cause radiological h a m .  
Some examples include o p t i o n  and maintenance of the Site stcam plant, the sewage 
treatment facility, and other Site baseline activities as identSed in the Site Master 
Activity List (MAL). These activities, as well as others are governed by quality 
management practices which are or will be implemented as discussed in this Order P. 

Kaiser-Hill developed a Quality Assurance Program (QAP) for the Kaiser-Hill Team at 
the Site which has been approved by DOE. The QAP, as documented in the Site QA 
Manual, discusses how the QA criteria of the Rule and the Order axe being met and 
describes the roles and responsibilities of the IMC and the four Principal 
Subcontractors. 
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2.0 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN SUMMARY 

The implementation of the QA criteria for the Order, are discussed in this Order IP. It 
is similar to the Rule IP in that it addresses the same quality Criteria, however, 
implementation and management of all issues will be addressed separately through each 
respective IP. This order IP provides information regarding implementation of the Site 
QAP for activities without the potential to cause radiological harm. Kaiser-Hill, the 
Principal Subcontractors, and applicable lower tier subcontractors are accountable for 
implementing the Site QAP requirements either through the Site program, or through 
their own Kaiser-Hill or Principal Subcontractor approved quality assurance program 
plans as applicable. 

Implementation issues are identified in Attachment 1, Implementation Issue Matrix for 
Quality Assurance DOE order 5700.K Implementation Plan and include budget work 
authorization documents, (subject to changehevision) Corrective action tasks, 
schedules, and significance levels. 

3.0 GENERAL INFORMATION 

This IP is based on Quality Assurance (QA) baseline assessments conducted by the 
Kaiser-Hill Team against the existing Site QAP and related infrastructure programs and 
procedures. Attachment 1 lists the QA Criteria of DOE Order 5700.K, the 
inhistructure programs that support each criterion, the implementation issues, and 
additional supporting idormation such 8s comtive action tasks, tracking, schedules, 
and funding. Implementation activities (i.e., corrective actions) and associated 
cornpensatmy measures are recorded and have been entered into the Plant Action 
Tracking System (PATS). 

4.0 APPLICABILITY OF DOE ORDER 5700.6C 

DOE Orda 5700.K applies to Site activities without the potential to cause radiological 
h a m .  

5.0 SAFETY AND IMPLEMENTATION GUIDES AND TECHNICAL 
STANDARDS 

The Site QA Manual contains the Kaiser-Hill Team QA rtquirements. These 
requirements were selected by a group of subject matter experts through an iterative 
pmcess (described in thc QAP), to be a necessary and suf€icient set of QA standards. 
'Ihe requirements were selected from the following technical standards: 

Note: Attachment I of DOE Order 5700.6C, alated August 21,1991, has been 
superseded by the guidance in G-830.120 Revision 0, Implementation Guide for ue 
with IO CFR 830.120 Quality Assurance. 

DOE Order 5700.6C, Quality Assurance 
ASME-NQA-1-94, Quality Assurance Requirements for Nuclear Facility 
Applications, 1994 
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5.0  SAFETY AND IMPLEMENTATION GUIDES AND TECHNICAL 
STANDARDS (continued) 

ANSVASQGE4-1994, Specifications and Guidelines for Quality Systems for 
Environmental Data Collection and Environmental Technology Programs 
EPA-5360.1, Program and Policy Requirements to Implement the Mandatory 
Quality AssuranceProgram 
ASTM-C-1009-89, Standard Guide for Establishing a Quality Assurance 
Program for Analytical Chemistry Laboratories Within the Nuclear Industry 

ANSVNCSL 2540-1-1994, Calibration Laboratories and Measuring and Test 
Equipment - General Requirements 

DOE!/AL-QC-1,1995, Quality C r i W  

Other safety and implementation guides and technical standards considered in the 
'development of the QA requirements are listed in the Site QA Manual. 

Using necessary and sufficient standads developed in conjunction with DOE, Kaiser- 
Hill will develop a set of requirements (which are to ultimately replace the set contained 
in the DOE/Kaiser-HiIl contract) in the f a n  of Stan-qbents Identification 
Documents (S/RIDs). When the S/RIDs are approved by DOE in Authorization 
Agreements, they will replace the list of imposed DOE Directives in the Kaiser-Hill and 
principal Subcontractor contracts as applicable. When the QA S/RID is approved, it 
will supersede the Quality Assurance Program Criteria Section of the Site QA Manual. 
(Note: If the approved QA S/RID results in the need to change the QAP, such changes 
will be made.) 

6 . 0  BASELINE ASSESSMENTS 

The Kaiser-Hili Team performed QA baseline implementation assessments for their 
respective areas of responsibilities. This baseline detennined whether the Site 
implementation of infrasmcture programs and procedures incorparated the applicable 
QA requirements of DOE Order 5700.6C. 

These baseline assessments were performed by the Kaiser-Hill Team h m  
July 21,1995, through January 30,1996. The IMC also provided oversight and 
technical assistance to the Principal Subconmctors. The process was as follows: 

Sub-teams from the Kaiser-Hill Team identSed specific activities that fell into 
each company's respective area of responsibility. 
The sub-teams determined the programs and procedures used to control those 
activities. 
With guidance from the subteam, responsible managers along with their technical 
personnel performed baseline assessments to determine whether the QA 
requirtments were incorporated into the Site infmtructurc programs and 
procedures. Identifkd issues were documented in Compliance Summary Reports 
m accordance with l-Q05-ADM42.26, Standards Identificaton, Assessment, 
and Noncompliance Processes. 
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6 .0  BASELINE ASSESSMENTS (continued) 

Representatives of organizations responsible for the Site infrastructure programs 
and procedures performed an additional baseline assessment. The objective of the 
additional assessment was to determine implementation issues associated with the 
infrastructure programs and procedures such that Kaiser-Hill has confidence in 
the functionality of the programs and procedures to support the Site mission. 
Open issues are included in Attachment 1. These items have been entered into 
and are being tracked through the PATS process. 

6 . 1  Verification of DOE Order 5700.6C Baseline Assessment 

The IMC conducted an independent assessment (ref. Audit No. 9 5 - 0 1 ;  1/96) to 
verify that infoxmation gathered in the QA baseline assessments accurately reflected the 
QAP implementation status for the Site. The verification included a sample of the 
implementation issues identified in the Compliance Summary Repas. The verification 
found that the “shall” statements contained in the Order are reflected as requirements in 
the uppa-her governing Site documents and that those requirements flow down into the 
implementing procedures sampled in the verification. Additionally, this order IP was 
evaluated against ongoing routine assessment activities of the Kaiser-Hill Team ova the 
course of the 1996 calendar year. Assessment results are documented within each 
company’s respective Management Assessment and Independent Assessment 
programs, with applicable quality implementation issues included in Attachment 1 of 
this document. 

7 . 0  ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES 

The additional activities necessary to meet the requirements of DOE Order 57OO.K 
have been evaluated using the criteria of Appendix 1. Those activities that are 
considered implementation issues have been described and included under 
Attachment 1. 

8.0 GRADED APPROACH 

A graded approach is the process by which the levels of analysis, documentation, and 
otha actions necessary to implement QA reQuirements axe based on facility/activity 
specific factors. These factors include budget, risk to the worker, public, and/or 
environment, life cycle stage of the facility, etc. 

DOE Order 5700.K is applied to the Site through the use of a graded approach (ref. 
Appendix 2). In order to ensure the most efficient use of resources, a graded approach 
is used to determine the rigor with which the QA requirements are applied to a specific 
facility or activity. This approach provides the flexibility to implement programs in a 
way that best suits the facility or activity while maintaining full compliance with the 
Order. 



QUALITY ASSURANCE REVISION 1 
DOE ORDER 5700.K PAGE 9 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN ll3 1/97 

8.0 GRADED APPROACH (continued) 

For example: Under Criterion 2, Training and Qualification, training of maintenance 
crafts will be focused on safety and other regulatory requirements training (e.g., 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements). Other maintenance 
training and qualification will be limited to maintaining craft job proficiency at the 
journeyman level. Under Criterion 3, Quality Improvement, trending of maintenance 
history data will be accomplished for specific buildings and equipment based upon a 
graded approach. Maintenance history data will not be maintained for all buildings or 
equipment. Item characteristics, process implementation, and other quality-related 
infomation will be reviewed and the data analyzed to identify items, services, and 
processes needing improvement based upon a graded approach. Under Criterion 5, 
Work Processes, corrective, preventive, and predictive maintenance will be 
accomplished for specific equipment based upon a graded approach. Not all items will 
be maintained to prevent their damage or deterioration. 

The Kaiser-Hill Team member responsible for any given activity is required to 
determine the appropriate graded approach to be used to achieve the necessary level of 
implementation for activity requirements. This judgment is based on detailed 
knowledge of the specific requirements, features, resources, needs, goals, and interface 
with other organizations and facilities. The graded approach utilized to comply with a 
QA requirement for a given activity is developed by application of the best judgments of 
a group of experts who collectively have broad knowledge of the applicable facilities 
and activities, of the safety management program for applicable facilities and activities, 
and of the collective wisdom behind the established regulatory I'equirements as defined 
in regulations and amplified by related technical standards and guides. Most applicable 
sitewide documents implementing a Site inErastructure program, (QA requirements) or a 
part thereof, have provided, as appropriate, the level of analysis, documentation, and 
actions necessary to comply with the QA requirements based on a graded approach. All 
best judgements involving graded approach for a given project or activity must be 
documented, if not already done so, within applicable Site procedures. - 
Additionally, procedures and other documents which implement Site infrastructure 
programs with direct impact on work and work processes receive independent review 
under the existing Site infrastructure. This independent review utilizes an 
interdisciplinary technical evaluation process to evaluate Safety issues and (implicitly) 
quality aspects. 

The following general criteria are guiding principles in the application of graded 
appmach by the Kaiser-Hill Team: 

Graded approach may not be used to exempt a process, item, activity, or program 
from meeting requirements or to avoid compliance with federal, state, and local 
regulations. 
The higher the risk, the more rigor is required to ensure that requirements are met. 
Site facilities and activities are graded as either nuclear or non-nuclear facilities or 
activities. 
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8.0 GRADED APPROACH (continued) 

The program owna organization (because it has detailed knowledge of processes, 
items, activities, and programs) uses best judgment in determining and 
documenting the rigor of requirement implementation, administrative controls, 
and business practices to be applied to ensure requirements are met. 
Implementing procedures and work plans reflect the use of the graded approach 
by setting forth direction for the amount of analysis, documentation, and actions 
required to ensure requiremtnts are met. 

Graded approach has been implemented to meet the QA requirements considering and 
using (individually or in combination) the following specific criteria: 

The relative importance to safety, safeguards, and security - The relative 
importance of an activity or item to safety, security, safeguards, environment, or 
mission provides the basis for establishing the order of completion or the depth, 
rigor, and thoroughness in applying the requirement. (For example: the 
c o b v e  action process provides for grading deficiencies and other action items 
by sisnificanct 1eveL Corrective actions are scheduled and accomplished based, 
in part, on significance.) 
The magnitude of any hazard involved - Consideration of the risks and hazards of 
the facility allows the implementing organization to focus resouxces on the 
activities most k l y  to reduce the associated risks and hazards by tailoring the 
implementing actions to the specific risks and hazards of the individual facilities 
and activities. (For example: Actions to inventory and consolidate hazardous 
chemicals within a given facility, and thus reduce industrial hazards to workers, is 
given high visibilityrprority within the Rocky Flats Strategic Plan.) 
The life cycle stage of a facility - The consideration of the life cycle stage of a 
facility permits the implementing organization to assess the appropriate applicarion 
for the current life cycle stage of the facility. (For example: A facility that is 
scheduled for near-tesm decommissioning and subsequent demolition, should not 
require as much preventive maintenance of applicable equipment as a facility 
scheduled to operate for a longer period of time.) 
The programmatic mission of a facility - The programmatic mission of a facility, 
including passive missions such as hazards confinement and material storage, 
may dictate the degree of gradation for the implementation of a requirement. (For 
example: An in-proctss Operable Unit undergoing a QERCLA cleanup should 
have morc rigorous and a larger number of requirements than an undisturbed 
hazardous waste site.) 
The particular characteristics of a facility - The particular characteristics and use of 
a facility influence how quality requirements are applied. (For example: The Site 
steam plant should have more stringent work pmcesses governing their conduct 
of operations than office buildings.) 
Any other relevant factor - One such factor might be phased implementation of a 
requhemcnt (by time or by facility). Phased implementation of a requirement 
minimizes the impact on resources and allows for a learning curve. (For example: 
The procedure preparation process is being phased in over time to minimize the 
impact on resoms.) 
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9.0  

10.0 

11.0 

12.0 

13.0 

GRADED APPROACH (continued) 

Graded approach has been utilized during the development of the Site inhtructure 
programs and implementing procedures to comply with the requirements of the Order. 

RESOURCE ASSESSMENT 

Applicable budget information, corrective action tasks, and schedules for items 
identified by the baseline asSessments are provided in Attachment 1. Quality Assurance 
Program implementation resources are assessed annually during the budget cycle. 

PRIORITIZATION 

Implementation issues identified in the QA baseline assessment have been prioritized in 
accordance with the Site Commitments Management and Corrective Actions Process. 
The level of importance to be placed on the conection of a deficiency or action request 
is evaluated for impact by considering the types of risks that may be encounted 
consequences of these risks, and the frequency or probability of Occurrence of like 
deficiencies or action requests. Significance levels are assigned based on the evaluation 
in relation to the impact on health, safety, the environment, regulatory compliance, 
safeguards and security, or the operation or mission at the Site. Significance levels are 
classified as: 

- High Significant Impact (Significance No. of 7 to 11) 
- Medim ModerateImpact (Significance No. of 4 to 6) 
- Low Minorhpact (Significance No. of 1 to 3) 

The significance levels for the implementation issues are included in Attachment 1. 

MILESTONES AND SCHEDULES 

Milestones and schedules have been developed with completion dates for identified 
implementation issues shown on Attachment 1. Tasks are entered into the Plant Action 
Tracking System where they are tracked through the Commitments Management and 
Corrective Actions Arocess. Detailed corrective action plans are available through the 
Kaiser-Hill Commitments Management organization. 

EXEMPTIONS 

At this time, no exemptions from the criteria of DOE Order 5700.C are being 
requested. 

COMPENSATORY ACTIONS 

Compensatory actions for identified implementation issues are documented in 
Attachment 1. . 
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14.0 TRACKING 

Implementation issues identified in Attachment 1 are being tracked by the PATS 
process. 
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Criteria for Including Issues in the 
Quality Assurance DOE Order 5700.6C Implementation Plan 

Site programs and functions such as fire protection, conduct of operations, maintenance, and others 
are recognized to be applicable to DOE Order 5700.6C; however, detailed plans for these programs 
and functions wil l  be addressed by other DOE Orders. The following Implementation Issues are 
included in the DOE Order 5700.6C Implementation Plan: 

QA issues that axe not governed by another DOE Order or DOE Directive. 

Programmatic QA issues not addressed by implementation Plans or other planning 
documents associated with another DOE Order or DOE Directive. 

1. 

2. 

3. Implementation deficiencies. implementation means that where a requirement applies, a 
process is established (i.e. formal training, assessments, and/or inspectiodacceptance 
testing) or a tool is available for use (Le. procedure, design specifications, and/or 
procutement rec~rds) which fulfills the intent of the requirement and allows work to be 
performed in a safe and effective manner. Lack of such a process or tool is an 
implementation deficiency. 

Lack of budget/resource issues that remain following graded approach consideration, and that 
jeopardize development and/or implementation of the program/process are considered to fall under 
the category of Implementation Issues. 

Compliance issues are not included in the Implementation Plan. Compliance is the day-to-day 
utilization of existing and approved processes/tools used during the actual performance of work. 
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Graded Approach to the Requirements 
of DOE Order 5700.6C 

The criteria of DOE Ordm 5700.K are applied in a graded approach as described below: 

Program - There is one Kaiser-Hill Team Quality Assurance Program and it is 
documented within the Site Quality Assurance Manual. It describes the roles and 
responsibilities of the Kaiser-Hill Team as well as the principal documents that 
implement the QA requirements. Implementing documents (procedures) have 
been developed, as appropriate, to utilize a graded approach for implementing the 
QA requirementS and procedural instructions. Strategic planning for the Kaiser- 
Hill Team has focused on reducing the risks and hazards in the various Site 
facilities in order to accomplish the most mission work possible with a reasonable 
schedule and within an allocated budget. 

Personnel Training and Qualification - Requirements for the indoctrination, 
training, and continuing (refresher) training are commensurate with the scope, 
complexity, and nature of the assigned duties, or the activity, to be performed. 
For example, training of maintenance crafts will be focused on safety and other 
regulatory nquircd training (e.g., Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
requirements). Other maintenance training and qualification will be limited to 
maintaining craft job proficiency at the journeyman level. 

., 

Quality Improvement - It is important that all deficient conditions and 
nonconforming items be identified; therefore, it is not appropriate to apply graded 
approach to their idendfication. Items that do not conform to requirements are 
controlled to prevent inadvertent installation or use. Graded approach is built into 
the cofiective action process. Each item that requires corrective action is 
evaluated and ranked according to its sigmficance. Typically, the higher the 
significance or risk level, the more rigorous are the required corzective action 
elements. For example, items with a high enough significance level are required 
to have the corrective actions independently verified. In addition, the cause 
analysis procedure q u i r e s  the more significant events to receive a more rigorous 
cause analysis. Maintenance history data will not be maintained for all buildings 
or equipment. Item characteristics, process implementation, and other quality- 
related information will be reviewed and the data analyzed to identify items, 
services, and processes needing improvement based upon a graded approach. 

Documents and Records - Graded approach is applied to the preparation, review, 
approval, issue, distribution, use, and revision of documents based on their 
relative importance, the intended recipients, the intended use, the applicability of 
the document, and the need to how. The more important the task, the more 
controlled and detailed the work process document will be, including its 
associated review and approval process. Graded approach has limited application 
in the specification, preparation, review, approval, and maintenance of Site 
records. If a document is, or will become, a record, it is governed by the 
Records Management Program. Government records must meet the requirements 
of the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA). NARA dictates 
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how records are to be maintained and provides approved and graded retention 
schedules. NARA requirements, along with other applicable technical standards, 
are incorporated within the Site Document Control and Records Management 
P'Ograms. 

Work Processes - Graded approach is built into Site work processes through the 
infrastructure programs and procedures. These include but are not limited to, 
Policies and Procedures, Issues Management, Lessons Learned, Configuration 
Managemens Training and Qualification, Emergency Management, Security, 
Engineering, Maintenance, Conduct of Operations, Occurrence Reporting, 
Procurement, and Waste Management A brief description of example work 
processes follows: 

e Occurrence Reporting 

Based on the reporting requirements established by DOE, Kaiser-Hill provides a 
graded approach to the implementation of DOE reporting requirements. Each 
event or o c c m c e  is categorized by significance. The categories in descending 
order of significance are Emergency, Unusual Occurrence, and Off-normal 
Occurmnce, all of which are reported formally to DOE. Occurrences that fall 
outside of these three categories do not require formal reporting. Grading is also 
built into the need to hold a management fact-finding meeting and in the rigor of 
the cause analysis. If the facts are known and documented, a meeting may not be 
required. When the facts are not known, a meeting may be required to determine 
the facts. The rigor of the cause analysis and the resources to be applied to the 
cause analysis of an occurrence are dependent on the significance of the event and 
the potential risk the event or condition poses to the workers, the public, the 
environment, or the facility. However, the majority of Occurrence Reports use 
direct derivation methodology fur cause analysis. 

Maintenance 

The Integrated Work Control Program (IWCP) provides a maintenance process 
for Operations Managers to identify, report, evaluate, assign resolution 
responsibilities, and close out deficiencies, modifications, and work requests. 
The pmcess provides a graded approach based primarily upon importance to 
safety and the magnitude of the hazards. The maintenance process distinguishes 
between emergency work and nonemergency work. It provides a graded 
approach using a single work package development process. Work packages will 
be established based upon the six criteria of DOE definition of graded approach. 
The pmess permits minor maintenance work (such as repair of water fountains 
and touch-up painting) to be performed without a work package. It also provides 
for the use of pre-approved Standard Work Packages for certain repetitive 
maintenance wmk. C o d v e ,  preventive, and predictive maintenance will be 
accomplished for specific equipment based upon a graded approach. Not a l l  
items will be maintained to pvent their damage or deterioration. 
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Lessons Learned/Generic Implications 

The lessons leamed/genenc implications process utilizes a graded approach in 
determining the relative significance of a potential event and in determining the 
manner that information is distributed to Site organizations and personnel. Both 
onsite and offsite events and experience documents are screened to determine the 
applicability of the event or experience to the Site and to determine the 
significance, recurrence frequency, and recurrence probability. Based on the 
results of the d g  process, four types of lessons leamdgeneric implication 
documents are or may be prepared. Urgent Lessons Learned alert onsite facilities 
and personnel of potential eminent hazards for which corrective actions may be 
needed. Caution Lessons Learned warn of potential event conditions. 
Informalion Lessons Learned provide information that may be of benefit to 
others. Good Work Practice Lessons Learned share a positive lesson or action 
that has the potential to be the basis of significant improvement or cost savings. 
Further, these various Lessons Learned are available electronically, and a Lessons 
Learned Newsletter for the Site is periodically routed. 

Procedures and Policies 

Graded approach has been incorporated into the Site Documents Requirements 
Manual to address the rigor required or the flexibility granted for various written 
policies and k t i v e s ,  procedures, work instructions, etc. When responsible 
managers develop work process documents, this Manual assists them in 
determinin g what type of document is best suited for a given activity, and what 
type of reviews and related concurrence and approval are necessary and 
sufficient. Procedures continue to be graded by use categories which determine 
whether they must be in hand for step by step usage, in the area for general 
reference, use in emergency or alarm response evolutions, etc. Also, the process 
governing procedure revisions, modifications, and changes is graded by two 
levels of effort, non-intent changes and intent changes. This distinction provides 
for varying degrees of concurrence and approval requirements. 

prior to Kaiser-Hill being selected as the Integrating Management Contractor, the 
Site had ova 250 policies in the Policy Manual. Many of the policies contained 
instructions. The Kaiser-Hill Team reviewed the existing policies and identified a 
minimum set of approximately 25 policies that express broad fundamental core 
values, principles, and expectations of senior management regarding the direction 
of the Site and Site personnel. These policies, along with various Kaiser-Hill 
Directives, are included in the Kaiser-Hill Policy Manual. 

(6) Design - The design process utilizes a graded approach to system category 
classifications (system category 1 and 2.3, and 4) for ensuring that a l l  phases of 
design, construction, repair work, and decommissioning activities are subject to 
levels of review and control commensurate with the safety function of the system, 
component, or part. Design verification requirements are established using a 
graded approach based on importance to safety, the complexity of the design, and 
the use of the output, (For example: computer software program features used as 
tools to develop a preliminary model or used merely as an aid in reviewing results 
need not be verified. However, program outputs used as inputs for final analysis 
are independently verified correct for each calculation, analysis, evaluation, or 
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model.) Many old as-built drawings are not current; therefore, before an as-built 
drawing is used as input for a system design mWication, the affected location 
must be walked-down and a field-verified as-built drawing generated. 

Procurement - The procurement process uses Procurement Levels (1.2, and 3) 
representing graded procurement controls which incorparate the level of quality 
necessary to ensure that procured items and seMces meet established 
requirements and perform as specified. Procurement Levels are used to define the 
method of procurement, and specify acceptance and requirements for purchased 
items and services. Suppliers used for Procurement Level 1 items and services 
are evaluated using a graded approach based on relative impartance to safety, 
safeguards, and security. The graded approach applied during the design process 
provides input to the development of procurement/iispection specifications and 
determination of the appropriate Procurement Level. 

Inspection and Acceptance Testing - Inspection and testing of specified items, 
services, and processes are conducted utilizing established, acceptance and 
performance criteria. Engineering a i d  quality personnel, as appropriate, 
determine inspection criteria and post-maintenance testing requirements for 
maintenance and modifications. Inspection criteria and post-maintenance testing 
requirements are identified in maintenance work packages. Purchase 
requisitiondorders identify the procurement level and the inspection requirements 
for procured items and services. Other than deciding whether inspection or post- 
maintenance testing is necessary, there is little grading that can be applied when 
inspections and post-maintenance testing requirements are based on national 
codes and technical standards. 

Management Assessments - The management assessment process is graded in that 
it empowers individual senior managers of the Kaiser-Hill Team to direct the 
development and implementation of management assessment programs for their 
respective organizations. The programmatic mission of an organization, as it 
relates to the application of QA requirements, will be a factor in determining the 
rigor of management assessments. An approved Site Management Assessment 
document provides the programmatic framework for ensuring that an , 

organization’s management assessment program implements the management 
assessment requirement without being overly prescriptive or restrictive. 

Independent Assessment - Independent assessments are planned and conducted to 
measure item and Sewice quality, to measure the adequacy of work performance, 
and to promote improvement. Flexibility (grading) in meeting these objectives is 
prescribed by prioritizing the program, scheduling assessments, and allocating 
resources in accordance with importance to safety, status, risk, and complexity of 
the item or process being assessed Emphasis is placed on elements of activities 
most important to safety and on the need to evaluate facility performance when 
allocating assessment resources. Reactive independent assessments are 
performed in response to management requests, building or equipment problems, 
occurrence reports, negative performance trends, or unsatisfactory performance 
indicators. An approved Site Independent Assessment document provides the 
programmatic framework for ensuring that an organization’s independent 
assessment program implements the independent assessment requirement without 
beinn overlv DrescriDtive or restrictive. 
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